While taking a cursory look at the prevailing trends in research works published in reputed journals, we find that the unfortunate trend of plagiarism, fraudulent and dual publication is not only persisting but is also on the rise causing anguish and profound apprehension for the editorial staff worldwide. The journals are replete with editorials dilating on this subject to bring an end to this menace.

We would like to focus on the much talked about issue as to whether an intent in research projects should be given the top priority or whether the consequences should engage our utmost attention. The present trend in research articles mostly dwells on the consequences as they result in an appreciable impact. This makes the intent shrouded in mystery. If both are considered together, the results would be overwhelming.

We should focus our eyes on the consequences because they finally matter and thus should be of utmost importance for us.

Our present research pursuits are and would eventually be judged by the final consequences. This is what is termed as the utilitarian approach proposed by Bentham and Mill\[[@ref1][@ref2]\] as against the duty-based theory where the motivation itself is held supreme with total disregard for the consequences as upheld by Kant *et al*.\[[@ref3]\] In utilitarianism, the entire emphasis is focused on the consequences or to speak in the language of research, the outcomes. The right action is weighed exclusively in terms of consequences produced. Thus, a morally right action is the action that produces the best results. This is what utilitarianism literally conveys. Kant upholds motivation theory, but the motivation itself should be morally right. It loses its value if it is biased or otherwise some connivance is involved. How can we evade the outcome and merely focus on motivation which itself is profoundly affected by human whims? The Kantian theory suggests that, conducting research negates the fundamental rights of patients if its implementation brings in an incalculable harm. This is implied in other works as well.\[[@ref4][@ref5]\] Apparently each method has its own pitfalls, and it would be more pertinent and logical if the two go in tandem.

Before undertaking the responsibilities of a research project, in the deepest recesses of our brain, we should be harbouring the idea that our collective efforts in bringing our endeavours to fruition would be finally rewarding if our basic and initial intent had been logically worked out on sound judgement and a chronological assessment of the data. So long as we conduct an ethical clinical trial without inflicting any harm to our patients or animals, our intentions are worth praising and laudable; if the results also turn out to be of value for the medical community in general and the patients, in particular, then that adds sanctity to our work. In human trials, the consequences should be anticipated and conceived before initiating the trial to avert the harm. Research project begins with a lie or a hypothesis: Negative results mean wrong hypothesis. However, they help in our future research pursuits and for that matter, have a significant value in science. Research started on wrong premise can also invite criticisms of wrong intent or manipulation or even charges of trying to satisfy personal ego. Truly conveyed negative results are undoubtedly of value in science and research if they are published as such but gross and brazen manipulations of available data needs to be condemned.\[[@ref6]\] An original hypothesis may or may not work, but the intent is ought to be right to find a plausible solution to an existing problem without incurring a substantial harm to the patient. If the results fail to bring in improvement in the current trends or prevailing treatment modalities but incur significant harm to the patient, then the researchers stand accountable for ill-conceived research.

Let us be fair enough. Do we think in terms of consequences before initiating a task or we care the least about it? Inwardly thinking, as consequences cannot be predicted, we are not to be blamed, and the question of accountability does not arise. Such an approach seems to be illogical and ill-founded because the intentions themselves are weighed and subjected to scrutiny to evade the fear of ill intent or capriciousness of a human will. This is what the hard task masters, the reviewers are interested in.

With this philosophical introduction, it is incumbent on researchers to present their works with such elegance and intonation that the reader is obliged and driven to read and re-read every written word of it with the utmost attention and inward temptation.

In case of setbacks in research, we should avail the opportunity to atone for our faults and thus prove our devotion both to our profession and patient care. Some impeccable and fault free works leave a lasting impact/impression, and would be applauded by the generations to come. On the other hand, many works and publications fade away with the passage of time and become indecipherable because either they are trivial or reproduce results and data that are already published and brought to the limelight or else they are hardly of any academic importance to be cited or referenced. We should try to measure our life not with years but by devoted work and promotions. To achieve these ends, there should be no thought of slackening pace but on the contrary, researchers should put on real effort based on honest work.
